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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Regarding Claims 1,6,11, and 1 5 none of the bodies of independent Claims 1,6,11, 
and 1 5 support "testing a processor design" as recited in the preambles of Claims 1 , 6, 
11 and 15. 

Claims 2-5, 7-10, and 12-14 are rejected because they depend on Claims 1, 6, and 11 
respectively. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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1. Claims 1-4, 6-8, 11, and 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Ando (US Pub. No. 2004/0111231). 

As to Claim 1 , 

searching a file that contains test results for a lot of wafers at two or more voltage 
levels (Abstract, Paragraphs 0002, 0020, 0025, 0026, and FIG. 2); and 

determining an optimal operational voltage based on which of the 
two or more voltage levels had the least test failures (Abstract, Paragraphs 0002, 0008, 
0026-0027, and FIG. 2). 

As to Claim 2, searching the file comprises parsing the file (Paragraphs 0002, 0020, and 
FIG. 2). 

As to Claim 3, searching the file comprises opening the file and parsing the file 
(Paragraph 0020, 0023, and FIG. 2). 

As to Claim 4, determining an optimal operational voltage comprises: determining the 
number of test failures at a first voltage level; determining the number of test failures at 
a second voltage level; and determining which of the first voltage level and the second 
voltage level had the least test failures (Paragraphs 0026-0027). 

As to Claim 6, 

a parser module for searching a file that contains test results for a lot of wafers at 
two or more voltage levels (Abstract, Paragraphs 0020, 0025, 0026, and FIG. 2); 
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a test failure calculation module for determining how many test failures occurred 
at the two or more voltage levels (Abstract, Paragraphs 0026-0027); and 

an optimal operational voltage module for determining which of the two or more 
voltage levels had the least test failures (Abstract, Paragraphs 0002, 0008, 0026-0027, 
and FIG. 2). 

As to Claim 7, parser module is configured to open the file (Paragraph 0027, and FIG. 
2). 

As to Claim 8, parser module, the test failure calculation module, and the optimal 
operational voltage module comprise software that is executed by a processor (FIG. 2). 

As to Claim 1 1 , 

logic configured to search a file that contains test results for a lot of wafers at two 
or more voltage levels (Paragraph 0002, and FIG. 2); and 

logic configured to determine an optimal operational voltage based on which of 
the two or more voltage levels had the least test failures (Paragraphs 0008, 0026-0027). 

As to Claim 14, logic configured to determine an optimal operational voltage comprises 
logic configured to: determine the number of test failures at a first voltage level; 
determine the number of test failures at a second voltage level; and determine which of 
the first voltage level and the second voltage level had the least test failures 
(Paragraphs 0026-0027). 
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As to Claim 15, 

means for searching a file that contains test results for a lot of wafers at two or 
more voltage levels (Abstract, Paragraphs 0002, 0020, 0025, 0026 and FIG. 2); and 

means for determining an optimal operational voltage based on which of the two 
or more voltage levels had the least test failures (Abstract, Paragraphs 0002, 0008, 
0026-0027, and FIG. 2). 

2. Claims 1-4, 6-8, 11, and 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Stewart (US Pub. No. 2004/0128567). 

As to Claim 1 , 

searching a file that contains test results for a lot of wafers at two or more voltage 
levels (Paragraphs 0006-0007, 0060, 0083, and FIG. 5A-C, 6-7, and 13); and 

determining an optimal operational voltage based on which of the 
two or more voltage levels had the least test failures (Paragraph 0001 , and FIG. 6-8 and 
10). 

As to Claim 2, searching the file comprises parsing the file (FIG. 4, 5A-C, and 13). 

As to Claim 3, searching the file comprises opening the file and parsing the file (FIG. 3, 
5a, and 13). 
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As to Claim 4, determining an optimal operational voltage comprises: determining the 
number of test failures at a first voltage level; determining the number of test failures at 
a second voltage level; and determining which of the first voltage level and the second 
voltage level had the least test failures (Paragraph 0060). 

As to Claim 6, 

a parser module for searching a file that contains test results for a lot of wafers at 
two or more voltage levels (Paragraphs 0006-0007, 0060, 0083, and FIG. 5A-C, 6-7, 
and 13); 

a test failure calculation module for determining how many test failures occurred 
at the two or more voltage levels (Paragraphs 0038, 0060, and FIG. 9); and 

an optimal operational voltage module for determining which of the two or more 
voltage levels had the least test failures (Paragraph 0001 , and FIG. 6-7 and 10). 

As to Claim 7, parser module is configured to open the file (FIG. 3, 5a, and 13). 

As to Claim 8, parser module, the test failure calculation module, and the optimal 
operational voltage module comprise software that is executed by a processor . 
(Paragraph 0008, and FIG. 4 and 5A-C). 

As to Claim 11, 

logic configured to search a file that contains test results for a lot of wafers at two 
or more voltage levels (Paragraphs 0006-0007, 0060, 0083 and FIG. 5A-C, and 6-7); 
and 

logic configured to determine an optimal operational voltage based on which of 
the two or more voltage levels had the least test failures (Paragraph 0001 , and FIG. 6-7 
and 10). 
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As to Claim 1.4, logic configured to determine an optimal operational voltage comprises 
logic configured to: determine the number of test failures at a first voltage level; 
determine the number of test failures at a second voltage level; and determine which of 
the first voltage level and the second voltage level had the least test failures 
(Paragraphs 0038 and 0060). 

As to Claim 15, 

means for searching a file that contains test results for a lot of wafers at two or 
more voltage levels (Paragraphs 0006-0007, 0038, 0060, 0083 and FIG. 5A-C and 6-7); 
and 

means for determining an optimal operational voltage based on which of the two 
or more voltage levels had the least test failures (Paragraphs 0001 , 0038, and FIG. 6-7 
and .10). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. . Claims 5, 9, and 12-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ando (US Pub. No. 2004/0111231) and/or Stewart (US Pub. No. 
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2004/0128567) in view of Huang et al. (US Pub. No. 2003/0056029) and/or Pugh (US 
Pub. No. 2002/0143785). 

Ando and/or Stewart teaches substantially all of the limitations as stated above, expect 
for decompressing the file in Claims 5, 9, and 12. 

Huang discloses decompressing a file (Paragraph 0050). 

Pugh discloses decompressing a file (Paragraph 0033). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the decompression of a file in order to: 

(a) Make the file readable, since decompressing a file is well known in the art 
(Haung, Paragraph 0050); and/or 

(b) Unzip/decompress a file for human readability is known in the art (Pugh, 
Paragraph 0033). 

As to Claim 13, logic configured to search is further configured to parse the file (Ando, 
Paragraphs 0002, 0020, and FIG. 2; and/or Stewart, FIG. 4, 5A-C, and 13). 

4. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ando 
(US Pub. No. 2004/01 1 1231) and/or Stewart (US Pub. No. 2004/0128567) in view of 
Katla et al. (US Pub. No. 2005/0050480) and/or Wookey et al. (US Patent No. 
6,182,249). 

Ando and/or Stewart teaches substantially all of the limitations as stated above, except 
for the PERL script in Claim 1 0. . 
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Katla discloses the PERL script (Paragraphs 0026 and 0052). 

Wookey discloses the PERL script (Column 8, lines 4-7) 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the PERL script because one or more of the following: 

(a) PERL script is well known in the art for being utilized in order to implement 
wrapper program (Katla, Paragraph 0026); and 

(b) PERI script is well known in the art as Unix support (Katla, Paragraph 0052); 
and 

(c) In order to parse through the output of tests a strong processing programming 
language, such as PERL is utilized (Wookey, Column 8, lines 4-7). 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 



examiner should be directed to Suresh Memula whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
8046. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am-4:30pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jack Chiang can be reached on (571) 272-7483. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



SM 3/13/2006 



PAUL DINH 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 




